Kutenai has an obviation system reminiscent of the systems found in Algonquian languages, in which at most one third person nominal in a clause is proximate and others are obviate. Although the behavior of proximate nominals within clauses and within texts reflects a special status for proximates as having some sort of "higher rank" than obviates, it is concluded that there is no evidence of any syntactic conditions governing obviation across clause boundaries apart from those that also apply within clauses, there can be no more than one proximate per sentence, and coreferential nominals must agree in obviation. In particular there is no evidence of any conditions reminiscent of "binding" conditions, or any conditions by which proximates are preferred in higher positions than obviates. (Contains 10 references.) (Author/MSE) ******************************************************************************** Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original document. ********************************************************************************
Background
In a number of previous papers (Dryer 1991 (Dryer , 1992 (Dryer , 1994 (Dryer , 1996 , I have discussed the mechanisms of obviation in Kutenai as they apply within clauses and across sentences within discourse. In this paper, I examine the intermediate possibility, of obviation within sentences but across clause boundaries. I will argue that there is no evidence of any syntactic conditions governing obviation across clause boundaries apart from those that also apply within clauses. These two conditions are first, that there can be no more than one proximate per sentence and second, coreferential nominals must agree in obviation. In particular there is no evidence of any conditions reminiscent of 'binding' conditions, no conditions by which proximates are preferred in higher positions than obviatives.
I will first summarize the basic properties of obviation within clauses in Kutenai and some other basic aspects of verbal morphology. Within clauses in Kutenai, the assignment of proximate and obviative is governed by the following principle. Among the third person nominals in a clause, the proximate nominal will be the highest third person nominal on the following hierarchy: (1) subject > primary object > secondary object, oblique For current purposes, I define subject and primary object in terms of the system of pronominal marking on verbs. Subjects are associated with proclitics for first and second person, and with additional verbal suffixes for first and second person plural. These are illustrated in the following examples.
(2) a.
hin exa-ni He/she/it/they saw you (p1.). ' Third person participants in Kutenai are not normally indicated on the verb. This is true for both third person singular and plural, which are never distinguished in Kutenai verb forms. This is illustrated in the examples in (3) for third person subjects of transitive verbs. The examples in (4) illustrate this for third person subjects of intransitive verbs. The examples in (5) illustrate this for third person objects. There is one situation in which verbs inflect for third person, namely when the subject of the verb is obviative. This is illustrated in (6) 2. Secondary objects and obliques (which are difficult to distinguish in Kutenai, and which may be best viewed as a single category) are not marked on the verb and must be indicated by separate nominals. Only in fairly unusual circumstances does this arise with first or second persons. When it does arise, independent pronouns are used, as in (7)3.
ninkulis,,e k-aekaki4 ni +sik (Boas Text 26: Skunk and Panther, line 25) ,35
According to the hierarchy in (1), if the subject is first or second person, then the primary object will be proximate and all other nominals will be obviative, as in (9). (9) qapsin-s k-in-s4
?aqak+at$ hamat-kit-ki+ The example in (10) illustrates a case where both the subject and primary object are nonthird person and where an oblique or secondary object is thus proximate.
qapsin tin k-in si+ why only look.at-1 SG.OBJ-2PL
Why [prox] are you looking at me?' (Boas Text 63: Coyote and Deer, line 44) Constrast the proximate form of qapsin 'why' in (10) with the obviative form qapsi ns in (9) above.
There are two kinds of situations which do not adhere to the hierarchy in (1). First, in the inverse construction, it is the object that is proximate, while the subject is obviative, as in (11). Note that in referring to the subject and object in inverse clauses, I will apply these terms in a semantic sense, despite the fact that I have given reasons (Dryer 1991 (Dryer , 1996 , for describing what is semantically the object in inverse clauses as the subject. Ultimately, as argued in Dryer (1996) , I view this sort of issue as terminological and nonsubstantive. Note that in inverse clauses like (11) and (12) in which what I am calling the subject is obviative, we do not find what is otherwise obviative subject marking on the verb, a fact which provides a reason for saying that this element is not the subject. As illustrated below (and discussed in Dryer 1991 (and discussed in Dryer , 1996 , if what is semantically the object in an inverse clause is obviative (i.e. if BOTH arguments are obviative), then we do get so-called obviative subject marking on the verb, providing a possible argument for saying that what is semantically the object in inverse clauses is the subject. But I will continue in this paper to use these terms in a more semantic sense.
A second phenomenon that does not conform to the hierarchy in (1), though not really an exception to it, is that in noun phrases involving a noun possessed by a third person, the possessed noun must be obviative. The possessor may or may not be proximate, depending on other factors. Possessed nouns are not inflected for their own obviation, but are inflected for the obviation of the possessor. Thus in (13), the possessed noun bears the third person possessive suffix -7i s, while in (14), the possessed noun bears both the third person possessive suffix and the obviative suffix. Note that although the choice of proximate is grammatically determined with possessive constructions, the possessed nominal being obligatorily obviative, there is no grammatical restriction on whether the possessor or some other nominal in the clause is proximate. In (14) above, for example, the subject swa?
Panther' is proximate and the noncoreferential possessor of the object is obviative. But the opposite choice is also possible, as illustrated in (16) The following examples from texts illustrate the same two possibilities. The example in (19) illustrates a sentence in which the matrix subject and complement subject are the same, and the complement verb is not inflected for obviation, reflecting the fact that its subject is to be interpreted as coreferential to the matrix subject. The notion of reference applicable to the notion of corefence includes apparently semantically empty subjects of zero-valence verbs like wa*uckukut rain'. Contrast, for example, the example in (25), in which the matrix subject is first person, and the complement verb is not inflected for obviative subject, with the example in (26), in which the matrix subject is third person and the complement verb IS inflected for obviative subject. (25) hu qa*wiy-ni k-wa*u4kukut
The choice between the two forms in (27) and (28) is determined by the same sort of discourse factors that in general determine the assignment of proximate. Both of these sentences were provided by a native speaker in a elicitation situation in response to the English prompt 'Mary said that he danced', the form in (27) first and that in (28) second. Thus (28) is not simply a sentence that is judged acceptable. Furthermore, (28) is particularly natural since the matrix subject is an overt noun phrase while the complement subject is pronominal. There is in general a preference in any situation in which one nominal involves an overt noun and the other pronominal for the pronominal one to be the one chosen as proximate. The reasons for this are not syntactic but simply reflect the fact that the discourse conditions in which pronominal reference occurs are similar to those favouring proximate choice: a prominal reference occurs only when the referent is highly accessible in the preceding 'discourse, while overt noun phrases are more often used when their referent is somewhat less accessible. For this reason, (28) is a very natural way to express the meaning in question. The form in (27) would be natural in a discourse context in which the referent of the matrix subject is going to play a major role in the subsequent discourse, or in which the referent of the complement subject was already obviative in the preceding discourse.
The next set of examples to be discussed are examples from texts analogous to the example in (28), with an obviative matrix subject and a proximate complement subject. The example in (29), for example, occurs in a discourse context in which the referent of the complement clause is referred to in the immediately preceding discourse and is proximate there, while the referent of the matrix subject, the nupig a (analogous to Algonquian manitou), is not referred to in the immediately preceding text and was obviative when last referred to, about ten clauses previously. The example in (30) is analogous with one difference. Here, the subject of the matrix verb is coreferential to the object of the complement clause. But it is otherwise analogous, with the matrix subject obviative and the complement subject proximate.
(30) k2upxa 7-s ni l-s k-sahani +wiy -na ?t SUBORD-know-OBv the-OBV SUBORD-angry-TRANS hei [obv] knew that theyj [prox] were angry at him; [obv] .' (Boas Text 67: Wolf, line 10) Here the referents of both the matrix subject and the complement subject are mentioned in the immediately preceding discourse, and the sentence in (30) continues their respective roles as proximate and obviative from the preceding discourse. Thus, we can understand why the preceding discourse determines the fact that the matrix subject here will be obviative and the complement subject proximate.
In situations like that in (30) in which the matrix subject is coreferential to the complement object, there exists, discourse context aside, a second syntactic way to express the meaning in question. The pair of elicited examples in (31) and (32) illustrate the two possibilities, in (31) with the matrix subject proximate and the complement subject obviative, in (32) with the reverse situation. magi -s qa*wiy-s-i k-wukat.
The example in (32) is analogous to the text example in (30). The example in (31) expresses the same basic meaning as that in (32), but with the matrix subject proximate and the complement subject obviative. Note, however, that this entails the the complement object be proximate, since it is coreferential to the matrix subject, and hence that the subordinate verb in (31) must be inverse, since its subject is obviative and its object proximate.
The text examples in (33) and (34) are analogous to (32) in that the matrix subject is proximate, the complement object is coreferential to the matrix subject and hence proximate as well, and the complement subject is thus obviative, so the complement verb is an inverse. The assignment of proximate and obviative in (33) is somewhat surprising in that the two participants here have the reverse status in the immediately preceding text, the Kuyokwe being obviative and the old man proximate, but the subsequent text suggests that this sentence involves a shift of point of view from that of the old man to that of the Kuyokwe, and the shift requires that both participants be represented by overt noun phrases in (33), despite their both being referred to in the immediately preceding text. This sentence is thus somewhat analogous to a paragraph-initial sentence in English. The example in (34) differs in that here syntactic factors dictate the assignment of proximate and obviative, since the complement subject is possessed by a nominal that is coreferential to the matrix subject and hence it would not be possible for the complement subject to be proximate. As a result, the complement verb must be inverse.
nlupx-ni taxa-s tuxa ?at-k-s In (35), we have three verbs, the main verb qa+wiy-ni 'think', its complement verb qa +wi ys 'think' (in nonindicative obviative form), and the lower verb k i l l ?i n 'be', which is the complement of the lower of the two verbs meaning think'. Here, the subject of the main clause is coreferential to the subject of the most deeply embedded verb while the subject of the intermediate verb is different (k uyu 7k i s`K uyokwe-obv'). In this case, the subject of the highest and lowest verbs are proximate, while the subject of the intermediate verb is obviative. But the relation between the intermediate clause and the lowest clause is analogous to the situation illustrated in (28), (29), and (30) above, with the subject of the matrix verb obviative and the subject of the subordinate verb proximate.
Another situation in which the matrix subject can be .obviative and the complement subject proximate arises with the indefinite subject construction. The indefinite subject construction is characterized by a distinct verbal suffix -(n)am, simple examples of which are illustrated in (36) and (37). The example in (36) illustrates one usage of the indefinite subject construction, one corresponding to the English use of the noun 'people'. The example in (37) illustrates what is probably the most common use of this construction, where an actual group of people are denoted, but the exact makeup of the group is vague and where there the identity of those in the group is unimportant in the discourse. In (37), this group of people are the inhabitants of a town who are mentioned a number of times in the preceding text. As the example in (34) illustrates, the referent of the indefinite subject suffix is often understood to be the same across a 42 sequence of clauses in discourse. The indefinite subject construction is only used with intransitive verbs, the passive construction filling this role with transitive verbs in which the "semantic subject" is indefinite in the sense associated with the indefinite subject construction.
Indefinite subjects can be proximate or obviative. The examples in (36) and (37) involve proximate indefinite subjects, there being no major human referents in the discourse context competing for proximate status. When indefinite subjects compete with a clearly defined human referent for proximate status, the indefinite subject (almost?) always loses, and is thus obviative. This often happens in sentences containing more than one clause, and such sentences thus are one case to examine obviation operating across clauses. If there is a more clearly defined human referent in the sentence, it will normally be proximate and the indefinite subject will be obviative. Example (38) In (38), the indefinite subject is the complement subject, but in other cases it is the matrix subject. In such cases, following the principle that indefinite subjects lose out for proximate status to more clearly defined human referents, the matrix subject is normally proximate and the subordinate subject obviative.
Examples illustrating this are give in (39) and (40). In (39), the subordinate clause is grammatically passive, but its agent is understood to have the same referent as the subject of the matrix clause. This use of the passive construction, where the agent is interpreted to be the same as the indefinite subject in a preceding clause is actually very common in texts. The example in (40) is similar except that here we have two levels of embedding, the main clause subject being an obviative indefinite subject, the intermediate subject being proximate, and the lowest subject being obviative, but distinct in reference from the main clause subject.
qaky-am-is-ni The next set of examples illustrate cases in which both the subject of the matrix clause and the subject of the complement clause are obviative. Since more than one nominal in a sentence can be obviative, some of these examples involve cases in which the subjects of the two clauses are coreferential, while others involve cases in which the subjects are not coreferential. Consider first a case of the former sort, given in (41) In (41), the proximate nominal is the object of the complement clause, while both subjects refer to Coyote and are obviative. Note that the complement verb here is inverse, since its subject is obviative and its object is proximate.
The next example involves a case in which both subjects are obviative but are not coreferential. In (42), there are four referents, one proximate and three obviative. The possessor of the complement of the copula verb is proximate, while the matrix subject, the complement subject, and the complement of the copula in the complement clause are all obviative. 
Adverbial Clauses
The principles illustrated so far with complement clauses also apply to subordinate clauses serving an adverbial function. In (43), the matrix subject is obviative, the sole role of the proximate participant being that of object in the subordinate clause (which is thus inverse): 
"Headless" Relative Clauses
The final type of clause I will discuss is that of relative clauses. Relative clauses are not common in texts, except for headless relative clauses, in which the structure is Det + S, where the resulting NP (or DetP) is coreferential to a "pronominal" element in the relative clause. In (45), the element in question is obviative subject in the relative clause, as indicated by the obviative subject suffix on the verb, and obviative object in the matrix clause. Once again, the general principle that coreferential nominals in different clauses must agree in obviation is satisfied here, the element being obviative in both clauses. Note that in these cases the coreference might be viewed as arising from quantifier binding, the structure of the NP being something like 'the x such that x was rolling', though the Kutenai structure is more superficially simply 'the [it was rolling]'. In discussing these, I will refer to the Det+S as the matrix clause nominal (in this example ni ?s snaqayqaps 'the [it was rolling]') and the possibly pronominal reference in the relative clause (the 'it' in the gloss 'the [it was rolling]') as the relative clause nominal.
In (45), the nominal containing the relative clause is obviative. But it can also be proximate. In (46), for example, the matrix clause nominal is the sole nominal in the matrix clause and is proximate. The example in (46) also illustrated the possibility of the determiner being absent.
In (47), the matrix clause nominal is proximate and subject, with an understood obviative object (and thus an exception to the tendency for pronominal elements to be the preferred choice for proximates), and the relative clause nominal is also proximate and subject, with the complement of the copula verb obviative. (Boas Text 67: Wolf, line 25) Relative clauses sometimes involve a type of syntactic nominalization (by which I mean a nominalization that results in a nominal or noun phrase, not one that involves a noun, analogous to gerund constructions in English) that involves a combination of a proclitic ya-in the verb complex and a suffix (or enclitic?) -ki, as in (48), both glossed 'NOM'. The example in (49) is a second example of a headless relative clause involving ya-ki nominalization though here it is the subject in the relative clause that is involved. In (49), the matrix clause nominal is obviative, again the object of a direct transitive verb, while the coreferential relative clause nominal is obviative, serving as the subject in the relative clause. Since the subject of the matrix clause is proximate and is coreferential to the object of the relative clause, the latter is proximate as well, and the subordinate verb is inverse as a result.
The example in (50) is a fairly rare type of example of example involving an inverse verb both of whose arguments are obviative. (50) k*axa+ 7upxaut k-*at* 7alai*-mu The use of the inverse in the subordinate clause in (50) is apparently motivated by the fact that although both arguments are obviative, the object is recoverable from the preceding text while the subject is not, and is hence in some sense more topical.
Contrast this with the example in (51), in which again both arguments in the relative clause are obviative, but in which the verb is direct rather than inverse. In (52), both the subject and the understood pronominal complement in the relative clause are obviative.
It should be noted that one sometimes finds what are apparently instances of the same relative clause construction in which there is no determiner, but in which the ya-ki nominalization is used, as in (53) The matrix subject in (54) is everything preceding the last word, riipsi 'die', which is the matrix verb. This matrix subject consists of the determiner ni 7s the-obv' followed by ma kwukat pa+kiys misa*, which is well-formed as clause is coreferential to the nominal in the matrix clause. In (54), the matrix nominal is obviative, as indicated both by the obviative form of the determiner ni 7s and by the obviative subject form of the matrix verb tii psi 'die'. Hence the so-called 'head', the nominal inside the relative clause coreferential to the matrix nominal, must be obviative as well, and since the sole obviative nominal in the relative clause is paSkiys `woman-obv', it must be the "head".
Compare (54) to (55), in which the matrix nominal and the coreferential nominal in the relative clause are proximate. an internally-headed relative clause, but I believe that it is probably best understood as one in which the nominal pa+kiy 'woman' is fronted within the relative clause, the word order most likely reflecting the fact that this is an elicited sentence with somewhat complex structure whose order mirrors the order in the English as an artifact of the elicitation situation. Most instances in texts of relative clauses with an overt "head" employ the typical predicate-initial order of Kutenai.
'48
The following examples illustrate examples of relative clauses from texts. They reflect the same basic principles that coreferential nominals must agree in obviation across clause boundaries, but that otherwise there are no syntactic restrictions on the assignment of obviation. In (56), the proximate participant is denoted by the subject of both the matrix and relative clauses, while the obviative participant is object of both clauses.
The following example is one in which the proximate nominal is in the relative clause and the only nominal in the matrix clause is obviative.
(57) Apart from this anomaly, the nominal ni 7 ti tqat' 'the man' in (59) is functioning as the subject of the more deeply embedded verb. Vupsnam 'be on his way' with the resultant meaning 'the man was on his way', which combines with the determiner ni 7 'the' to form a nominal whose free English translation is the man who was on his way' and whose more literal translation is 'the [the man was on his way]'. This nominal in turn serves as the subject of qaki 7 'say', yielding a clause meaning 'the man who was on his way said it', which is then nominalized with ya-ki and combined with the determiner ni ?S to form a nominal whose free translation is 'what the man who was on his way said' and whose literal translation is 'the [the [the man was on his way] said it]'. The fact that the determiner ni 7s is obviative in (59) makes it clear that the meaning is what the man who was on his way said' rather than 'the man who was on his way who said it'.
Conclusion
The many examples discussed here are primarily intended to illustrate a negative conclusion: that there is no evidence of any syntactic conditions governing obviation across clause boundaries apart from those that also apply within clauses, that there can be no more than one proximate per sentence and coreferential nominals must agree in obviation. In particular there is no evidence of any conditions reminiscent of 'binding' conditions, no conditions by which proximates are preferred in higher positions than obviatives.
NOTES 1 I will use the commonly used name "Kutenai" throughout this paper. The name used by speakers of the language in Canada is "Ktunaxa". The research for this paper was supported by Research Grant 410-88-0267 from the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada and by the National Science Foundation Grant # 9120438. I am indebted to Elizabeth Gravelle, a native speaker of Kutenai, for transcribing and translating the texts from which examples are cited here, and to Lawrence Morgan both for discussion and for making various of his materials available to me. See Morgan (1991) for a detailed description of the phonology and morphology of Kutenai. 2 The examples cited in this paper are of four types and are annotated accordingly. Some of the examples are from texts, either ones published in Boas (1918) or ones collected by Lawrence Morgan and transcribed and translated by Elizabeth Gravelle. Examples from texts of the latter category are identified by tape number. The examples from these texts are annotated accordingly. The examples from Boas (1918) have been converted to the modern orthography by me. Both types of text examples may contain some errors because some forms I have not had the opportunity to check. The remaining two types of examples cited are ones produced in elicitation (marked E) or ones presented for judgment (marked J). Where possible, I cite text examples, since I assume these to be more reliable data. I also assume that elicited examples are more reliable than examples judged acceptable. While text examples are most reliable, examples of the other sorts are often better examples for illustrating the points being made, and such examples are only given on the assumption that analogous (though perhaps more opaque) examples from texts could be provided. For this reason, I will in many places in this paper provide both kinds of examples, some of types E or J for clarity, and some from texts to show that the construction illustrated is actually used.
3 The fourth word in (7), represented as n2i n-i involves the combination of the indicative proclitic n-with the verb stem 7i n 'be'. When the proclitic n-(or the subordinative proclitic k-) combine with a stem beginning with /7/, the result is a ejective consonant ri (or k ). I represent this in the hyphenation for morpheme boundaries by placing the ejective symbol above the hyphen, conveying that morphologically it goes with the stem that follows while phonetically it goes with the consonant that precedes.
